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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

1. Claim 8 is objected to because the term ^'storing the audio 
steam'' in line 1 lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate correction 
is required • 



2. Claim 22 is objected to because the term ''replaying the 
selected portion" in line 1 lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate 
correction is required. Claims 56 and 62 have the same problem. 



Claim Rejections - 35 VSC §102 
3 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in- 

(1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effect under this subsection of a 
national application published under section 122(b) only if the 
international application designating the United States was published under 
Article 21(2) (a) of such treaty in the English language; or 

(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that 
a patent shall not be deemed filed in the United States for the purposes of 
this subsection based on the filing of an international application filed 
under the treaty defined in section 351(a). 
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4. Claims 16-21 and 56-61 are rejected under 35 U.S-C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Cruickshank, U.S. Patent No. 
6,816,468 (hereinafter Cruickshank) . 

Regarding claim 16, Cruickshank discloses a method 
comprising: 

establishing a conference call between a plurality of 
users, including an initiating user; 

ascertaining identities of a plurality of destination 
devices for an audio stream corresponding to the conference 
call, the destination devices corresponding to the plurality of 
users; 

providing the audio stream to at least one of the plurality 
of destination devices; 

storing data contained in the audio stream; and 

creating a text transcription of at least a portion of the 
stored audio stream data; 

wherein the text transcription identifies at least one of 
the plurality of users based on a communication connection 
established with the at least one user (see Figures 5-11) . 

Regarding claim 17, see column 9. 
Regarding claim 18, see column 9. 
Regarding claim 19, see column 9. 
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As for claim 20, see units 122 and 120 from Figure 1. 
Regarding claim 21, see column 9. 



Claim 


56 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


16. 


Claim 


57 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


17. 


Claim 


58 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


18. 


Claim 


59 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


19. 


Claim 


60 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


20. 


Claim 


61 


is 


rejected 


for 


the 


same 


reasons 


as 


claim 


21. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-8, 13, 24-32, 37-39, 41-48, 53, 63-72, 77-79 and 
91-85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cruickshank in view of Sharman et al (hereinafter Sharman) . 

Regarding claim 1, Cruickshank discloses a method 
comprising: 
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establishing a conference call between a plurality of 
users, including an initiating user; 

ascertaining identities of a plurality of destination 
devices for an audio stream corresponding to the conference 
call, the destination devices corresponding to the plurality of 
users; 

providing the audio stream to the plurality of destination 
devices; and 

storing data contained in the audio stream (see Figures 5- 

11) • 

With further respect to claim 1, Cruickshank does not 
explicitly mention selectively deleting the stored audio stream 
data, while the conference call is ongoing, based on a 
determination that a user has exited the conference call. 
Regardless, Sharman discloses this feature (see 410 from Figure 
4) . And so, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Cruickshank with the minute recording function of Sharman. This 
modification would have improved the efficiency of Cruickshank 
by avoiding the storage of excess data as suggested by Sharman 
(see column 9) . 
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As for claim 2, see column 5 of Cruickshank. 

As for claim 2, see column 5 of Cruickshank. 

As for claim 4, see column 5 of Cruickshank. 

Regarding claim 5, see Figure 8 of Cruickshank. 

As for claim 6, see units 122 and 120 from Cruickshank. 

As for claim 7, see abstract of Cruickshank. 

As for claim 8, see abstract of Cruickshank. 

On the issue of claim 13, Cruickshank does not explicitly 
teach the claimed deleting and saving features. Regardless, 
Sharman discloses these limitations (see 410 from Figure 4) . And 
so, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Cruickshank 
with the minute recording function of Sharman. This modification 
would have improved the efficiency of Cruickshank by avoiding 
the storage of excess data as suggested by Sharman (see column 
9) . 

Claim 24 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 25 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2. 
Claim 26 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4. 
Claim 27 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 
Claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6. 
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Claim 29 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7. 
Claim 30 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8. 
Claim 31 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Regarding claim 32, see abstract of Cruickshank. 
Claim 37 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 13. 
As per claim 38, see column 9 of Cruickshank. 
Regarding claim 39, see Figures 5-11 of Cruickshank. 
Claim 41 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 42 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2. 
Claim 43 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3. 
Claim 44 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4. 
Claim 45 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 
Claim 46 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6. 
Claim 47 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7. 
Claim 48 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8. 
Claim 53 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 13. 
Claim 63 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 

jected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
jected for the same reasons as claim 2. 
' ected for the same reasons as claim 4 . 
jected for the same reasons as claim 5. 
jected for the same reasons as claim 6. 
jected for the same reasons as claim 7. 



Claim 64 is rej 
Claim 65 is rej 
Claim 66 is rej 
Claim 67 is rej 
Claim 68 is rej 
Claim 69 is rej 
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Claim 70 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8. 
Claim 71 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Regarding claim 72, see the abstract of Cruickshank. 
Claim 77 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 13. 
As per claim 78, see column 9 of Cruickshank. 
As per claim 79, see the abstract of Cruickshank. 
Claim 81 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 82 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 83 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 84 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 
Claim 85 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 



7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 9-12, 23, 33-36, 40, 49-52, 73-76, 80 and 86 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cruickshank combined with Sharman in further view of Schoof II, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,440,624 (hereinafter Schoof). 
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On the matter of claim 12, nowhere does the combination of 
Cruickshank and Sharman mention replaying, at at least one of 
the destination devices, a selected portion of the audio stream. 
However Schoof teaches this limitation (see column 4) . 
Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with the 
playback mode of Schoof. This modification would have improved 
the system' s convenience by allowing an active conference 
participant to clarify details at anytime during an ongoing 
conference as suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 

On the matter of claim 11, nowhere does the combination of 
Cruickshank and Sharman explain playing a section of the stored 
audio stream data for a user- selected period of time at a user- 
selected speed. However Schoof teaches this limitation (see 
column 10) . Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with 
the playback mode of Schoof. This modification would have 
improved the system' s convenience by allowing an active 
conference participant to clarify details at anytime during an 
ongoing conference as suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 
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On the matter of claim 10, nowhere does the combination of 
Cruickshank and Sharman explain playing the selected portion at 
a user- selected speed. However Schoof teaches this limitation 
(see column 10) • Consequently, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to further modify the combination of Cruickshank and Sharman 
with the playback mode of Schoof, This modification would have 
improved the system's convenience by allowing an active 
conference participant to clarify details at anytime during an 
ongoing conference as suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 

On the matter of claim 9, nowhere does the combination of 
Cruickshank and Sharman explain playing a section of the stored 
audio stream data for a user-selected period of time. However 
Schoof teaches this limitation (see column 10) . Consequently, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with the playback mode of 
Schoof. This modification would have improved the system's 
convenience by allowing an active conference participant to 
clarify details at anytime during an ongoing conference as 
suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 

Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 
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Claim 33 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9. 
Claim 34 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 10. 
Claim 35 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 11. 
Claim 36 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 

On the issue of claim 40, the combination of Cruickshank 
and Sharman does not teach the claimed downloading and playing 
steps. However Schoof teaches this limitation (see column 4). 
Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with the 
playback mode of Schoof. This modification would have improved 
the system's convenience by allowing an active conference 
participant to clarify details at anytime during an ongoing 
conference as suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 

Claim 49 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9. 
Claim 50 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 10. 
Claim 51 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 11. 
Claim 52 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 



Claim 73 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9. 
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Claim 74 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 10. 
Claim 75 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 11. 
Claim 76 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 
Claim 80 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 40. 
Claim 86 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 23. 

9. Claims 14, 15, 54 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Cruickshank combined with 
Sharman in further view of Caspi et al, U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2004/0249884 (hereinafter Caspi) . 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of Cruickshank and 
Caspi does not disclose the claimed playing limitation. 
Nonetheless Caspi teaches this limitation (see paragraph 0009) . 
Hence it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with the playing function 
of Caspi. This modification would have improved the system's 
efficiency by allowing a reviewing party to review relevant 
portions of the conference as suggested by Caspi. 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Cruickshank and 
Sharman does not disclose the claimed recording limitation. 
Nonetheless Caspi teaches this limitation (see paragraph 0009) . 



Application/Control Number: 10/720,859 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2645 

Hence it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Cruickshank and Sharman with the recording 
function of Caspi. This modification would have improved the 
system's efficiency by allowing a reviewing party to review 
relevant portions of the conference as suggested by Caspi- 

Claim 54 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 14. 
Claim 55 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 15. 

10. Claims 22 and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cruickshank in view of Schoof . 

On the matter of claim 22, Cruickshank fails to teach the 
claimed replaying feature. However Schoof discloses this 
mechanism (see column 4) . Consequently, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Cruickshank with the playback mode 
of Schoof. This modification would have improved the system's 
convenience by allowing an active conference participant to 
clarify details at anytime during an ongoing conference as 
suggested by Schoof (see column 4) . 

Claim 62 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 22. 
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Response to Arguments 

11. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are deemed 
to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 



12 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 
Anwah whose telephone number is 571-272-7533. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8 . 30 AM to 6 PM . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are 571-273-8300 for regular communications and 571-273-8300 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 



Conclusion 





Olisa Anwah 
Patent Examiner 
March 15, 2006 
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